Appl. No. 10/718,088 

Response to Office Action dated 09/22/2008 
Reply to Office Action of 06/1 3/2008 

REMARKS 

In the above-identified Office Action, the Examiner rejected Claims 1 - 20 
under 35 U.S.C. §1 02(b) as being anticipated by Lucas et al. 

In reviewing the Specification, Applicants have noted a few 
typographical/grammatical errors that have been corrected. 

Further, Applicants have amended the independent claims (i.e., Claims 1, 
6, 11 and 16) to better claim the invention. Particularly, the claims have been 
amended as shown in amended Claim 1 below: 

1. (Currently amended) A method of determining compliance of a received 
document with data content conformance standards (support is on page 
9, lines 16 - 19) r e c ei v i ng a document by a party, th e party hav i ng a s e t 
of po li c i es, th e m e thod comprising th e st e ps of : 

receiving the document; 

automat i ca ll y determining whether the document contains at least one 
standard i z e d sp e c i f i cat i on conformance statement that identifies the 
received document as complying with a standardized specification that 
specifies data content requirements for documents containing the 
conformance statement, and wherein the conformance statement is 
associated with a corresponding conformance model that identifies the 
data content requirements of the standardized specification (support is 
on page 16, lines 19 - 29) : and 

automat i ca ll y v e r i fy i ng, i f th e docum e nt conta i ns th e at le ast on e 
standard i z e d — sp e c i f i cat i on — conformanc e — stat e m e nt, — that — i nformat i on 
r el at i ng to th e stat e m e nt i s conformant to th e standard i z e d sp e c i f i cat i on as 
w ell as to th e s e t of po li c ie s of th e party responsive to the received 
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document containing the at least one conformance statement, reading the 
conformance model to determine whether the received document 
complies with the standardized specification (support is on page 16, line 
30 to page 18, line 6) . 

Additionally, in view of the amendments to the independent claims, the 
dependent claims (i.e., Claims 2-5, 7-10, 12-15 and 17-20) have been 
amended as illustrated in Claims 2-5 below: 

2. (Currently amended) The method of Claim 1 wherein determining whether 
the received document contains at least one conformance statement 
includes determining whether there is a specific sequence in which 
conformance statements have to be listed in the document if the 
document contains more than the at least on conformance statement 
(support is on page 16. line 30 to page 17. line 9) th o ver i fy i ng otop 
i nc l udoo tho stop of accooo i ng tho standard i zed opoc i f i cat i on and tho 
po li c ie s for v e r i f i cat i on . 

3. (Currently amended) The method of Claim [[1]] 2 wherein when the 
document contains more than the at least one conformance statement, it 
is determined whether each conformance statement is valid (support is 
on page 17, lines 10 - 22) th e v e r i fy i ng st e p i nc l ud e s th e st e p of 
access i ng a conformanco modol for ver i f i cat i on . 

4. (Currently amended) The method of Claim 3 wherein if each conformance 
statement is not valid, an error statement is generated and returned 
(support is on page 18, lines 1 - 6) tho conformanco modo l i nc l udes at 
le ast on e conformanc e stat e m e nt requ i r e d i n th e docum e nt . 
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5. (Currently amended) The method of Claim [[3]] 2 wherein if, in response to 
determining that there is a specific sequence in which conformance 
statements have to be listed in the document when the document contains 
more than the at least on conformance statement, an error statement is 
generated and returned if the conformance statements are not listed in the 
specific sequence (support is on page 18. lines 1 - 6) the conformance 
modo l i nc l udes a p l ura li ty of conformance statements i n o soquonco that 
i s r e qu i r e d to b e i n th e docum e nt in th e sam e s e qu e nc e. 

Note that support for all added limitations is in the originally-filed 
Specification. Hence, no new matter is added to the Application. 

For the reasons stated more fully below, Applicants submit that the 
pending claims are allowable over the applied reference. Hence, 
reconsideration, allowance and passage to issue are respectfully requested. 

The present invention provides a method of determining compliance of a 
received document with data content conformance standards. In accordance 
with the teachings of the invention, when a document is received, it is checked to 
determine whether it contains at least one conformance statement that identifies 
the received document as complying with a standardized specification that 
specifies data content requirements for documents containing the conformance 
statement. If so, the conformance model is read to determine whether the 
received document complies with the standardized specification. 

The invention is set forth in claims of varying scopes of which Claim 1 is 
illustrative. 

1. A method of determining compliance of a 
received document with data content conformance 
standards comprising: 

receiving the document; 

determining whether the document contains at 
least one conformance statement that identifies the 
received document as complying with a standardized 

AUS920030897US1 

Page 12 of 15 



Appl. No. 10/718,088 

Response to Office Action dated 09/22/2008 
Reply to Office Action of 06/1 3/2008 

specification that specifies data content 
requirements for documents containing the 
conformance statement, and wherein the 
conformance statement is associated with a 
corresponding conformance model that identifies the 
data content requirements of the standardized 
specification, and 

responsive to the received document 
containing the at least one conformance statement, 
reading the conformance model to determine whether 
the received document complies with the 
standardized specification. (Emphasis added.) 

Applicants submit that the claims, as presently drafted, are not anticipated 
by Lucas et al. 

Lucas et al. purport to teach a system for manipulating data representation 
language based-objects in a native programming language environment. 
According to the teachings of Lucas et al., the system is used to map data 
objects of the data representation language to corresponding objects within the 
native programming language and vice versa. The system is equipped to receive 
a mapping definition mapping selected elements of a data representation 
language, such as an XML data structure, to selected objects of a programming 
language, such as ECMAScript. The system is further equipped to determine 
whether the mapping definition comprises one or more definitional statements 
expressed with data representation language oriented language elements of a 
programming language. Further, the system is equipped to process the mapping 
definition statements comprising data representation language oriented language 
elements of the programming language, in accordance with syntactical and 
semantic definitions of the data representation language oriented language 
elements. 

Thus, Lucas et al. disclose a system for mapping data-objects from one 
programming system (e.g., an XML document) to data-objects of another 
programming system (e.g., ECMAScript) and vice versa. More precisely, the 
system advocated by Lucas et al. maps data-objects from an XML document to 
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ECMAScript and uses data-objects from ECMAScript to generate XML 
documents. 

For example, in paragraph [0056] and Fig. 5A, an algorithm (i.e., 
FromXML) is disclosed that parses an XML document for data-objects embedded 
therein so that they can be transposed into ECMAScript. In paragraph [0057] 
and Fig. 5B, an algorithm (i.e., ToXML) is disclosed that converts ECMAScript 
data-objects into XML elements. 

In Paragraph [0060], Lucas et al. explain that Figs. 8A-8B include versions 
of ECMAScript functions, which have been modified to cause generation of point 
objects for stores that are indicated as stocking particular products. In paragraph 
[0061], Lucas et al. disclose that Fig. 8A illustrates the modified "FromXML" 
function and Fig. 8B illustrates the modified "ToXML" function. 

As is well known in the art, the data-objects in an XML document have to 
be checked for validity before they are used. To ensure that the data-objects in a 
receiving/generated XML document are valid, Lucas et al. advocate the use of an 
XML schema. In this case, the XML schema used is an XML schema generated 
by a product manufacturing community. This schema facilitates verification of 
whether the XML processing code is valid and whether the XML document being 
produced conforms to the manufacturing community's specification (see second 
sentence of paragraph [0060]). 

However, Lucas et al. do not teach, show or suggest determining 
whether the document contains at least one conformance statement that 
identifies the received document as complying with a standardized 
specification that specifies data content requirements for documents 
containing the conformance statement, and wherein the conformance 
statement is associated with a corresponding conformance model that 
identifies the data content requirements of the standardized specification, 
and responsive to the received document containing the at least one 
conformance statement, reading the conformance model to determine 
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whether the received document complies with the standardized 
specification as claimed. 

Hence, Applicants submit that Claim 1, and its dependent claims are 
allowable over the applied reference. Independent Claims 6, 11 and 16 as well 
as their independent claims, which all include the limitations in the above- 
reproduced Claim 1 are also allowable over the applied reference. 
Consequently, Applicants once more respectfully request reconsideration, 
allowance and passage to issue of the claims in the application. 

Rc spec l Stein nimd 
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